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2. This opinion contains indication* relating to the following Hems: 
I 63 Basis of the opinion 

citations and explanations supporting such statement 
VI □ Certain document cfted 
Vil B Certain defects In the international application 
VIII »• Certain observations on the international applieatfon 

3 The applicant is hereby invited to reply to this opinion. 

request this Authority to grant on extension. s« Bute <a.2(d). 

, by amandmente. according to Rule 66.3. 



How? 
Also: 



By submitting a written reply, accornpaniea. were W' p ^ 
For the form and the language ot the amendments, see Rules w.» ana 

For m additional opportun-ty to ^^^^"^^J^n*. se9 Rule 66.4 bis. 
For the examiner", otf gr*n to ^^^^ ^ s %tt 
For an informal communication with the examiner. sec nuie w> o. 

replyisf ited. ihe'^onai preliminary exemir.^ 

12/01/2000. 



The rinai date by wnieh the international-preliminary 
examination report must be established according to Rule 




Name and mailing address o( tho 
preliminary examining authority: 
■ European 

J) 

Fax:(^89) 



"Authorized officer / t 

Arjona Lopez. S ; 

Torm^sofiicer (IndL axtension of time limits) 
Ertl.L 

Tftlephone NO. (^9-89) 2399_W7_ _ 
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Intematbnalapplication No. PCT/GB98/02713 
WRITTEN OPINION ■ — " " 



Description, pages: 



V g as originally filed 

Claims, No.: 

^ as originally tiled 

Drawings, sheets: 

1/4 ^/4 as originally filed 



2. The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

□ the description, pages; 

□ the claims, Nos.; 

□ the drawings, sheets: 

k tanned as if (some of) the amendments had not been made, since they have been 

4. Additional observations, if necessary: 



□ restricted the claims. 

□ paid additional fees. 

□ paid-additional fees under protest. 

□ neither restricted nor paid additional fees. 



, PCT/lPEA/«a (Box» i-Vlll. Sheet D (Januaiy 
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™ rtD , W1 OM .ntemafionalapplica^^^ 
WRIT TEN OPINION . — — 

and chose.accordhg to Rule68.1.not to invitee applicant to restrict orpay addftlonal fees: 

" examination in establishing this opinion: 
0 all parts. 

□ the parts relating to claims Nos.. 

V Reasoned statement under Rule 6 6 . 2 (a K ii) with regard tc ,00^^^ step or Industrial 
appSablhy; citations and explanations supporting such statement 



Novelty (N) Claims 
Inventive step (IS) Claims 6 

Industrial applicability (IA) Claims 

2. Citations end explanations 
see separate sheet 

VII Certain defects in the international application 

The following defects in the form or contents ot the international application have been noted: 
see separate sheet 

V11l.cot»in«b S e>v=lte>>"''ll""»" alfo,, ■" w,lc * li ° l, 

claims are fully supported by the description, are made: 
see separate sheet 



PormPCTflPEA/108 (Boxes l-VIII. Sheet 2) (January 1S94) 
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WRITTENOPMON I—— PCT/3893/037,3 
^ cp ap ATP SHEET. ; ■ 



To point IV: 

: • ■ «. ~« ;™t} rt n m,jla 1 3 1 PCT) does not exist inasmuch as a techni- 

independent claims 1 and 6. 
1.1 The separate inventions are: 

a) - a suction head for applying suction to a wound area; and 

b) . a surgical drape. 

To point V: 

2. Reference is made to the following documents: 

D1: US -A- 5 437 622 
D2: WO - A -97/18007 
D3: BP -A- 0 117 632 

3. Claims 1 -5 satisfy the criteria of Article 33 PCT. 

4 . As far as I can be understood (see pofnt 11 M 

independent claim 6 does not involve an invent** step (Art,* 33(3) PCT). 
following reasons: 

. , DDCUmem D1 « Rg.1; column 3, lines 20-27; 50-column 4, line 2) which is 
wh h comprises a tobie , adhesive-coated plastics film (1) and a MM 

0 being a Plastics film «*h is less MM. than aaid ^^^ tZ 

1 JliL reteasable layer (3) applied to the adhesive coaling, the drape hav ng 

me adhesive-coated film (i) from the protective layer (3). from which the subtect 
matter of claim 6 differs in that: 



Form PCT/Scparaw Sl.eel/408 (Shot 1><EPO-Apri. 199?) 
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a)- the drape has an aperture throuflh at least the strengthening film and adhesive- 
coated film to permit, in use, aooess to a wound area: and 

hi. the protective layer comprises a separate strip extendino parallel to the first edge 
o me d^whioh Protects fine adhere coating in the region o, the aperture a 
clrti * leestoneflap overiapping the adjacent portion of the protects layer. sa,d 
flap "nltituting e handle for facing removal o, said strip prior to use. 

4 . 2 The problems to be solved by the Invention claimed m claim 6 may therefore be 
regarded as: 

a) - to provide a surgical drape which is suitable to accommodate a suction head for 
applying suction to a wound area; and 

b) - to Improve the handling of me surgicel drape. 

4 3 The solution proposed in oleim S of the present application cannot be considered as 
involving an invenfive step (Art,* 33(3) PCT) for the followrng reesons: 

- me features mentioned under points 4.1 a) and b) above have *"4r>"n 
amp oyed.or.he same purpose in similar surgical 

Fia 7a 7b- page 8. line 13-page 9, line 9) and D3 (of. F,g. 1; abstract). The skilled 
therefore regard i, as a normal option to include these features ,n the 
sSoal drape described in document D1 in order to solve the problems posed. 

5 . in order to overcome the objection of lack of inventive step, it seems appropriate to 
file an amended claim 6. 

To point VII: 

6. .ndependen, claims 1 and S are no, In the two-part form in acooniance * 

6 3(b) PCT which in the present case would be appropnate. w,th those features 
known ki combination from the prior art (documents D1 and D2 '^^ ^ IJJ * 
preamble (Rule 6.3(b)(1) PCT) and wnh the remaining features berng mcluded ,n a 
characterising part (Rule 6.3(b)(ii) PCT). 



PCT/5=PW>« Sh«f <W iShoel 2J (EPOAprt 1 99?) 
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6.1 



6.2 



Claim 1 • in the present case, the following features are known in combination from 
2 J document D2 (of. Fig. 6a.6o: page 8. .ines 5-13) and be.ong in the preamble of 
such a claim: 

-a suction head for applying suction to a wound area which comprises a generally 
p^ange portion andatubu.ar connector piece on a first face for connect.ng a 
suction tube to an aperture through the flange portion to the other face. 

Claim 6: the following features are known in combination from the document D1 and 
belong to the preamble of such a claim: 

. a surgical drape which comprises a flexible, adhesive-coated plastics film and a 
st^ng Ling layer applied to the face opposite to the adhesive coating, the 
nS >ay- ™ a Plastics film which is thicker or * **** than ^ 
adhesive-coated film, and a protective, reusable layer applied to a ^ 
coating, at least one first edge of the drape having a non-adhesive coated handhng 
bar for separating the adhesive-coated film from the protectee layer. 

6.3 Independent claims 1 and 6 should therefore be redrafted accordingly. 

7. The features of the claims are not provided wKh reference signs placed in 
parentheses (Rule 6.2(b) PCT). 

8 While filing amended Cairns it should be taken into account that the description 
should be in conformity with the claims (Rule 5.1a(ui)). 

9 According to the requirements of Rule 1 1.13(1) reference signs not appearing in the 
description shal. not appear in the drawings, and vice versa. This requ.rement is not 
met in view of the reference sign 26 (cf. Fig. 3.4; page 7. lines 5-7). 

To point VIII: 

10 The expression- -gently" on . ine 2 of claim 1 does not introduce any .imitation in 
the scope of the claim according to the PCT-Guidelines III-4.6. 



, PClVSep*rat9 SheetMOB (Sheet 3) (EPO-April 1997) 
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11. The following relative term "thin" used in claim 6, line 1, has no well-recognised 
meaning and leaves the reader in doubt as to the meaning of the technical feature 
to which it refers, thereby rendering the definition of the subject-matter of said claim 
unclear (Article 6 PCT). 
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